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lThe Regional  I n f o r m a t i o n  Report  Se r i es  was e s t a b l i s h e d  i n  1987 t o  p r o v i d e  
and i n f o r m a t i o n  access system f o r  a l l  unpubl ished d i v i s i o n a l  r e p o r t s .  These 
r e p o r t s  f r e q u e n t l y  serve d i v e r s e  ad hoc i n f o r m a t i o n a l  purposes o r  a r c h i v e  
bas i c  u n i n t e r p r e t e d  data.  To accommodate needs f o r  up - t o -da te  i n fo rma t i on ,  
r e p o r t s  i n  t h i s  s e r i e s  may c o n t a i n  p r e l i m i n a r y  data.  



INTRODUCTION 

The 118th Annual Meeting of the American Fisheries Society was held in 
Toronto, Ontario from September 9 to 15, 1988 at which the American Institute 
of Fishery Research Bi 01 ogi sts sponsored a session, Writing for Fishery 
Journa7s: Pet Peeves of Editors and How to Avoid Them. The session was well 
attended, and the papers will be subsequently published in a symposium 
proceedings. 

The papers presented in this session are summarized in this report for the 
general information of the Commercial Fisheries Division staff and to extract 
specific appl ications re1 evant to our division pub1 icati on pol i cies and 
procedures. Each presentation touched on di fferent areas of f i shery 
reporting; these areas will be individually high1 ighted in the foll owing 
sections of this report. 

SESSION PRESENTATION SUHHARIES 

Usage and Style 

Paul Eshmeyer (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Fort Collins, Colorado) led 
off with a humorous, but on-target discussion of word usage and style 
problems commonly found in biological manuscripts. 

* Mushy Acknow7edgements: The acknowledgements section should include 
short, simple statements of gratitude for those making significant 
contributions to your research. It should not be flowery or ingratiating. 
Avoid, for example, the role of spouses, children, lovers, pals or pets in 
"putting up with the author during the trying course of the investigation," 
or expressions of deep gratitude for the "steadfast and loyal service of 
trusted assistants who endured long hours and foul weather to.. . ," unless, of 
course, the author(s) particul arly wishes to insti 11 severe 1 ower intestinal 
di scornfort among his readers. Acknowl edgement order should perhaps be 
alphabetical to avoid erroneous conclusions being drawn as to the relative 
importance of the various contributors. 

* Citing Coauthors: Avoid citing your coauthor in the text as a personal 
communication (...is this how he or she became a coauthor?). Nor should you 
mention coauthor in the Acknowledgements unless you perhaps are trying to 
cleverly allude that the coauthor's role was, perhaps, somewhat less than 
that of coauthor. (On the other hand, including coauthors in the 
Acknowledgements would open the door to congratulating yourself for the fine 
job you did as well .) 

* Age-O+ fish: Just what is age 0, anyway? The millisecond at which the 
sperm penetrates the egg? Avoid age 0t. (While Eshmeyer did not recommend 
alternative terminology, I suppose you could use: age 1- or age pre-1.) 

* Latter/former: These two words are often used as a means of impressing 
readers with the author's succinct efficiency in writing. Readers, however, 
are generally unimpressed since both words represent red flags that send the 



reader back over p rev ious l y  read t e x t .  For example, t he  l a t t e r  o f  t he  two 
words i s  genera l l y  t he  l e a s t  appreciated, s ince i t  sends the  reader back 
f u r t h e r ,  bu t  t he  former word can be equa l l y  f r u s t r a t i n g  t o  f e r r e t  ou t  o f  t h e  
t e x t  f o rmer l y  read. The l a t t e r  p o i n t  should now be p e r f e c t l y  d i s t i n g u i s h a b l e  
from t h e  former. 

* Respect ively:  This  i s  another r e d  f l a g  word f o r  readers. It i s  used 
much too  o f t e n  where the  r e l a t i o n s h i p  i s  obvious: e.g., "The l e n g t h  and 
weight averages i n  1986 were 156 mm and 120 g, respec t i ve l y . "  How o f t e n  have 
you encountered a f i s h  120 g i n  l eng th  o r  156 mm i n  weight? O r  how about, 
"Average weights a t  ages I, 11, and I11 were 45, 56, and 65 g, respec t i ve l y . "  
Since i t  i s  genera l l y  understood t h a t  f i s h  ge t  l a r g e r  as they  g e t  o lder ,  
" respec t i ve l y "  adds on l y  a need1 ess reading hurd l  e. 

* Stacking o f  ad ject ives:  Q u i t e  a few b i o l o g i s t s  f i n d  i t  convenient t o  
s tack  t h e i r  ad jec t ives ,  bu t  i t  r a r e l y  impresses t h e  f r u s t r a t e d  reader who has 
t o  decodi f y  t h e  meaning before proceeding. 

* Fishery o r  f i s h e r i e s  management: E i t h e r  i s  okay, b u t  use t h e  s i n g u l a r  
and p l u r a l  forms you s e l e c t  c o n s i s t e n t l y  throughout your  manuscript.  

* Reside: Since the  word genera l l y  conveys a connotat ion o f  l i v i n g  i n  
grandeur (e.g., "The Governor res ides  a t . .  ."), i t s  use f o r  f i s h ,  as i n ,  
"Brook t r o u t  r e s i d i n g  i n  French Creek.. . ," may evoke connotat ions o f  t r o u t  
1 eading a l e i  s u r e l y  e x i  stence i n  deep p ic turesque pool s o f  cool ,  c l e a r  water 
surrounded by abundant emerging i nsec ts  and otherwise spending t h e i r  t ime i n  
f requent  and h i g h l y  successful  reproduct ion.  Do we f i n d  appropr iate,  "Sl udge 
worms r e s i d i n g  in . .  . ," o r  does the  word "1 i v i n g "  seem t h e  more appropr ia te  
choice? Eshmeyer urges t h a t  we "save r e s i d e  f o r  r i c h  people." 

* With:  Many use "w i th "  where a con junc t ion  o r  another appropr ia te  
p r e p o s i t i o n  should be used. For example: "The f i s h  was taken w i t h  a d r y  
f l y . "  J u s t  where was t h e  f i s h  c a r r y i n g  t h i s  d r y  f l y  anyway? Whenever us ing  
"w i th "  make c e r t a i n  t h a t  some o ther  p r e p o s i t i o n  i s  n o t  t he  one requ i red .  Do 
n o t  use " w i t h "  where a con junc t ion  (and, or,  but,  wh i l e )  i s  needed: e.g., 
"The body c a v i t i e s  were severed with  1 i v e r s  f rozen i n  p l a s t i c  bags." Most 
would agree t h a t  a k n i f e  might  have worked b e t t e r .  

* Using: This  i s  another word 1 i k e  "w i th"  t h a t  b i o l o g i s t s  o f t e n  abuse: 
e.g., "The sockeye were caught using a d i p  ne t . "  I f  you f i n d  no problem w i t h  
t h e  sentence, be prepared t o  answer quest ions such as: "Where d i d  the  
sockeye acqui re t h e  d i p  nets,  and what i s  t h e  punishment f o r  t h e i r  possessing 
and us ing  these nets?"  (Also,"use" and " u t i 7 i z e "  are synonyms - -  why n o t  use 
t h e  sho r te r?  

Some o f  t h e  p o i n t s  r a i s e d  by Eshmeyer may seem picayune. L i k e  i t  o r  not ,  
however, a s c i e n t i s t  t h a t  cannot c o r r e c t l y  apply h i s  own language t o  h i s  
w r i t i n g  makes suspect h i s  a b i l  i t y  t o  c o r r e c t l y  apply more complex s c i e n t i f i c  
p r i n c i p l e s  t o  h i s  research. Therefore, misuse o f  t he  Eng l ish  language w i t h i n  
a p ro fess ion  w i l l  f r u s t r a t e  and impede e l e v a t i n g  i t s  c r e d i b i l i t y  among t h e  
sciences. 



S c i e n t i f i c  Prose 

C. 3 .  Sinderman (NMFS, Oxford, Mary1 and) discussed five i tems to improve 
scientific writing. 

1. Practice the basic rule of good writing: rewrite - rewrite - 
rewrite. Then, rewrite again, and pol ish until glowing. 

2. Biologists as a group have been weakly trained in the use of 
paragraphs. Most think they are simply a way to provide some attractive 
spacing to their pages. Remember that a paragraph should convey a single 
thought or point. It should have a topic sentence at the start and a 
transition sentence at the end to lead into the next paragraph. 

3. Avoid the use of heavy, pedantic, ponderous or wooden writing. Do 
not write condescendingly. Do be precise, succinct, fresh and enthusiastic 
with your writing style. While editors will generally call for deletion of 
humor, Sinderman felt that this in some ways was unfortunate, offering that 
by making science "deadly serious, we come across as pretentious, rigid, and 
boring. " He suggested that authors interject occasional and tasteful humor 
into their writing, especially in the more popularized forms of scientific 
reporting. Humor will seem more fitting if it can be used to make a point or 
convey pert i nent meani ng . 

4. Do not mix results and discussion (e.g., a Resu7ts and Discussion 
section). In some cases clever authors have abused results and discussion 
sections such that it is impossible to extricate their results from those of 
other workers. And do not interject your results into the introduction; this 
is what the abstract is for. 

5. Lastly, Sinderman appealed to authors to begin to use a conclusions 
section and to reverse the trend of hiding conclusions in the discussion. 

Edi tor -Author  Re7at ionship 

A.E .  Dizon (NMFS, editor of the F i s h e r i e s  Bu77et in )  offered some do's and 
don'ts for preparing a manuscript for journal submission. 

* Do proofread each and every draft several times, looking for different 
error types each time. 

* Do not single space drafts submitted for review. 

* Do be sure that all tables and figures are included and that all 
references are listed in the literature cited. 

* Do not overkill your use of tables and figures. 

* Do be certain that tables/figures and text are clear and legible (good 
resol ut i on) . 



* Do not submit a  manuscript prepared i n  the  s t y l e  requirements o f  another 
j ou rna l  . 

* Do be aware t h a t  30 percent ( o v e r a l l  average among f i s h e r y  j ou rna l s )  o f  
manuscripts submitted f o r  j ou rna l  p u b l i c a t i o n  are re jec ted .  

Las t l y ,  D i  xon suggested, somewhat tongue-in-cheek, t h a t  rev iewers ( re fe rees)  
r e a l l y  need t o  conduct t h e i r  reviews w i t h  a  sense o f  " r igh teous i nd igna t i on "  
over t h e  d r i v e l  t h e  e d i t o r  has expected them t o  rev iew - -  t h a t  a  reasonable 
l e v e l  o f  " rev iewer h o s t i l i t y "  i s  abso lu te l y  necessary. This  i s  t h e  o n l y  way 
f o r  re fe rees  t o  work up s u f f i c i e n t  i n t e s t i n a l  mo t i va t i on  t o  do what needs t o  
be done. Authors r e c e i v i n g  such h o s t i l e  commentary, however, a re  expected 
and must; i n  f a c t ,  p o l i t e l y  over look the  rev iewer 's  hyperbole, tone, and 
r h e t o r i c  and l o o k  deep f o r  t he  p o i n t  l eve led  a t  h i s  o r  her  masterpiece. Even 
when t h e  rev iewer 's  comment i s  o f f  base, t he  author should l o o k  f o r  poss ib le  
w r i t i n g  shortcomings t h a t  may have sponsored the  rev iewer 's  confusion. 
F i n a l l y ,  t h e  author  should rebu t  t he  rev iewer 's  comment when i t  c l e a r l y  i s  
i 1  1  -founded. 

I n  some f o l l o w i n g  discussion, t he  op in ion  was mixed on whether author(s)  
i d e n t i t y  should be w i thhe ld  from t h e  referees.  One study i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  i t  
made no d i f f e rence :  i .e., t h a t  d i f f e rences  i n  b i a s / o b j e c t i v i t y  cou ld  n o t  be 
detected. It was a l so  po in ted  out  t h a t ,  i n  many cases, t h e  authors would be 
i d e n t i f i e d  by t h e  re ferees  through t h e  content  o f  t he  manuscript. Th is  would 
mean a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  a  double standard: i.e., i n  some cases authors would be 
known t o  rev iewers and, i n  o ther  cases, no t .  The c u r r e n t  system (authors 
names know t o  t h e  re ferees)  may n o t  guarantee t h a t  a l l  reviews w i l l  be 
w i thou t  p re jud i ce  bu t  does a t  l e a s t  insure  an equal process f o r  a l l  authors. 

J. Reinhar t  ( e d i t o r  o f  t h e  Canadian Journal o f  F i she r ies  and Aquat ic  
Sciences) stressed t h e  need f o r  authors, ed i to rs ,  and re fe rees  ( rev iewers)  t o  
recognize t h a t  they need t o  form a  three-way pa r tne rsh ip  t o  g e t  important  
research pub1 i shed i n  an accurate, understandable, and t i m e l y  fashion.  She 
emphasized t h a t  au thors  need t o  understand and conform t o  the  
e d i t o r i a l / p u b l i c a t i o n  p o l i c i e s  o f  t he  j ou rna l  i n  which they seek t o  p u b l i s h  
i f  they  want t o  avo id  needless delays o r  r e j e c t i o n .  

Addressing problems o f  ed i to rs ,  she r e f l e c t e d  on her  most detested author  
stereotypes. For example, t he  "pr ima donnas" who be l i eve  t h e i r  work i s  above 
reproach - -  t h a t  no rev iewer can poss ib l y  be o f  s u f f i c i e n t  background t o  
rev iew t h e i r  manuscript. Then the re  are the  mathematical myopians whose 
manuscript pages are  f i l l e d  w i t h  arcane formulae connected w i t h  such r e a l  
words as: "as fo l lows,"  "where," "and," e t c .  

Q u a n t i t a t i v e  Report ing Problems 

D.G. Chapman (Center f o r  Q u a n t i t a t i v e  Science, U n i v e r s i t y  o f  Washington) 
discussed q u a n t i t a t i v e  concerns i n  f i s h e r y  pub l i ca t i ons ,  i nc lud ing :  



(1) that tag/recovery investigators are not confronting and resolving 
important assumptions, such as tag loss, tag mortality, effects of tags on 
behavior, and homogeneity of the distribution of tagged fish; 

(2) that the assumption that CPUE is proportional to population size 
continues to be widely used in spite of recent work discrediting the 
assumption's validity; 

(3) that bias and variability in age data is not being adequately 
addressed; and 

(4) that replications, randomized if possible, are critical but not 
often enough attempted. 

He urged authors preparing quantitative pub1 ications to fully explain all 
assumptions and the reasonableness of their assumptions and to test their 
assumption, if possible. Sample sizes, appropriate statistical tests, and 
associated procedures should be worked out before beginning the study rather 
than at the time data analysis begins. Wherever possible, data should be 
included in the publication so that others can check the mathematics and 
procedures used. 

Graphics 

V.  S. Kennedy (University of Mary1 and, Cambridge) provided interesting 
improvements for figures and charts. Some of these were as follows: 

(1) Where several or more data points occupy the same space in a graph, 
use symbols to portray 2, 3, 4, etc. data points, as shown below. 

+ = two data points 
* = three data points 

(2) Bar graphs (as shown in "WRONG" below) that lack a common base 1 ine 
and pie diagrams should not be used. Both fail to clearly show relative 
magnitude of variables because they lack a common base line to facilitate 
easy comparison. 



WRONG RIGHT 

'85 '86 etc. 1985 1986 etc. 

Gray 1 it era t ure 

B.B. Collette (NMFS, National Museum of Natural History) in his abstract had 
this to say about gray literature: 

"Fishery scientists and their organizations are responsible for posing 
important questions, gathering relevant data, analyzing the data and 
then making the results available to the fishery community. This 
process is endangered by the production of gray literature. Gray 
1 i terature is written information that is produced and distributed 
without adequate review. Gray literature takes time and effort to 
produce (although not as much as manuscripts for peer-reviewed 
journal s) . Gray 1 i terature, because it is poorly evaluated, 1 acks 
credibility. Authors of gray literature reports feel that they have 
done their job by writing the report, but they have not completed the 
necessary tasks of producing creditable information and ensuring that 
the information is distributed in a readily available source to those 
who need it. Gray 1 iterature is hard to locate because it is usually 
not abstracted, and it is frequently not well-distributed. Some gray 
literature is produced because of contractual demands and may serve as a 
data archive. Such gray literature should be issued in a regular series 
or be available from NTIS or the institution producing the reports. 
Fishery scientists should be aware that early release of scientific 
information in the gray literature may jeopardize subsequent publication 
in the formal literature. Fishery agencies and fishery scientists 
should avoid producing gray literature and concentrate their efforts on 
producing good papers that will be accepted, published, and become part 
of the permanent scientific literature." 

His presentation prompted a good bit of discussion and raised a number of 
unresol ved questions . However, some concl us i ons did seem to emerge. 

1. "Gray 1 iterature" means reports that are produced without adequate 
review and with such limited distribution that access for most fisheries 
workers is difficult. 



2. Desktop publ ishing wi 11, without agency controls, exacerbate gray 
1 i terature confusion by increasing the production of reports that resemble 
publications but which otherwise lack adequate review. 

3. Agencies should clearly distinguish their publication series from 
other reports or report series so that credibility (e.g., level of review, 
final vs. preliminary data, distribution, etc.) of the paper .and series can 
be easily determined by the reader. 

4 .  Agencies having their own publication series should seek blind peer 
reviews outside the agency to reduce reviewer bias and provide the most 
qualified and expert referees. Intra-agency blind review is better than no 
review or author-requested reviews which are invariably constrained by the 
lack of anonymity. The most important elements for review are that the 
review be conducted by someone high7y qua7ified to conduct the review and 
that it be a b7ind review. 

5. Gray literature needs to be reserved for its valid purposes such as 
archiving data, contract reports, etc. Pub1 ishabl e materi a1 , however, should 
not enter the gray 1 i terature black hole. Agencies need to develop policies 
and guide1 ines to ensure that such material is published in an appropriate 
agency publ ication series or, even better, a professional journal. 
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